
Publisher: Richard S. N~cholson 
Editor-in-Chief: Daniel E. Koshland Jr. 
Editor: Ellis Rub~nstein 
Managing Editor: Monlca M Bradford 
Deputy Editors: Philip H. Abelson (Engineering and Ap- 
plied Sc~ences); John I. Brauman (Physical Sc~ences); 
Thomas R. Cech (Biological Sciences) 

Editorial Staff 
Assistant Managing Editor: Dawn Bennett 
Senior Editors: Eleanore Butz, R. Brooks Hanson, Barbara 
Jasny, Katrina L. Kelner, David Lindley, Linda J. Miller, 
Phillip D. Szuromi, David F. Voss 
Associate Editors: GllbertJ. Chin, Pamela J. Hines, Paula 
A. Kiberstis, Sukl Parks, L. Bryan Ray 
Letters: Christine Gilbert, Editor; Steven S. Lapham 
Book Reviews: Katherine Livlngston, Editor: Annette 
Theuring, Assistant Editor: Susan Randolph, Editorial As- 
sistant 
Contributing Editor: Lawrence I. Grossman 
Editing: Valerie Jablow, Cara Tate, Senior Copy Editors, 
Douglas B. Casey, Harry Jach, Erlk G. Morris, Christine M. 
Pearce 
Copy Desk: Ellen E. Murphy, Supervisor; Llnda B. Felaco, 
Joi S. Granger, Beverly Shields, Melissa Q. Rosen, Kameaka 
Williams, Assistant 
Editorial Support: Sherryf Farmer, Supervisor; Llnda 
Dienavs, Carolyn Kyle, Michele Listisard, Diane Long, 
Patricia M. Moore 
Administrative Support: Sylvia Klhara, Charlene King, 
Jeanette Prastein 
Telephone: 202-326-6501 ; FAX: 202-289-7562; TDD: 202- 
408-7770 

News Staff 
News Editor: Colln Norman 
Features Editor: John M. Benditt 
Deputy News Editors: Tim Appenzeller, Joshua Fischman, 
Jean Marx, Jeffrey Mewis 
News & CommenUResearch News Writers: Christopher 
Anderson, Faye Flam, Troy Gately, copy, Constance Holden, 
Richard A. Kerr, Eliot Marshall, Rachel Nowak, Richard Stone, 
Lisa Seachrist (intern) 
U.S. Bureaus: Marcia Barinaga (Berkeley), Jon Cohen 
(San Dieao), Anne Simon Moffat (Chicaao). John Trav~s , - ,  
(Boston) - ' 

Contributing Correspondents: Joseph Alper, Barry A. 
Cipra, Robert Crease, Elizabeth Culotta, Ann Gibbons, 
Virginia Morell, Robert Pool, Leslie Roberts, Gary Taubes, 
M. Mitchell Waldrop 
Administrative Support: Fann e Groom. ~ e n n  fer nooa n 
Telephone: 202-326-6500 FAX: 202-371 -9227 

Art & Production Staff 
Production: James Landry, D~rector: Wendy K. Shank, 
Manager; Lizabeth A. Harman, Ass~stant Manager; 
Laura A. Creveling, Scherraine B. Mack, Linda C. Owens, 
Associates 
Art: Amy Decker Henry, Director; C. Faber Smith, Asso- 
ciate Directoc Katharine Sutliff, Scientific Illustrator: Holly 
Bishop, Graphics Associate; El~zabeth Carroll, Graphics 
Assistant, Leslle Bllzard, Assistant 

Europe Office 
Senior Editor: Rlchard B Gallagher 
Associate Editor: Jeffrey Williams 
News Editor: Danlel Clery 
Correspondent: Peter Aldhous 
Editorial Associate: Bellnda Holden 
Business Manager: Julle Eastland 
Marketing Manager: Jane Pennington 
Address: Thomas House, George IV Street, Cambridge, 
UK CB2 IHH 
Telephone: (44) 0223 302067, FAX: (44) 0223 302068 

Science Editorial Board 
Charles J. Arntzen John J. Hopfleld 
El~zabeth E. Bailey F. Clark Howell 
Davld Baltimore Paul A. Marks 
J. Michael Blshop Yasutomi N~shizuka 
William F. Brinkman Helen M. Ranney 
E. Margaret Burbidge Bengt Samuelsson 
Pierre-Gilles de Gennes Robert M. Solow 
Joseph L. Goldste~n Edward C. Stone 
Mary L. Good James D. Watson 
Harry B. Gray Richard N. Zare 

Science, Technology, and Congress 
Congress will be more active in formulating goals for U.S. science and technology (S&T). 
Impetus includes budget stringency, end of the Cold War, global economic competition, and 
a demand for quick pay-offs from research. Pres~dent Clinton has sent a budget to Congress, 
but under the Constitution, Congress has sole power of the purse. 

In these circumstances, a report of the Carnegie Commission released on  14 February 
1994 is relevant.' Most of the document is devoted to comments on congressional organization 
and procedures impacting science and technology along with recommendations for needed re- 
forms. In a d d ~ t ~ o n ,  the comm~ssion proposed creation of a nongovernmental National Foru~n 
on  Sclence and Technology Goals that would provide high-level, useful advice to the gov- 
ernment. The  report was prepared by a d~stinguished co~nmittee chased by John Bfademas, 
who at one time was majority whip in the House of Representatives. A bipart~san advisory 
council to the committee included a large number of senators and representatives. 

The structure of Congress militates against cons~deration and development of coherent science 
and technology polic~es. The exsting authorizing and appropriations jurisdlctlons for science and tech- 
nology are not only cumbersome but, for authorizing committees, also vary substantially betu.een the 
House and the Senate. For example, the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology has no 
Senate counterpart and must deal chiefly with four Senate committees. Moreover, responsibility for 
funding science and technology activities is divided among nine appropr~at~ons subcommittees.. .. 

The current structure of budget coinmlttees, authorizing committees, and appropriations coin- 
mittees has led to overlap of responsib~lit~ and authority, thereby delaying congressional action. ... 

Congress should modify appropr~ations committee jurisdictions to reduce the mult~pl~city of ap- 
proprlatlons subcommittees respons~ble for funding science and technology activities.. . . 

In the report the com~nission mentions some of the factors that drive Congress to focus 
on  the cris~s of the week rather than on major matters of future national importance. Accord- 
ingly, cons~derable space In the report 1s devoted to policies for the longer term: 

In order to direct and use its research capabil~ties most effectively the United States needs a long- 
range vision that clearly articulates goals for science and technology.. .. 

Members of Congress, like other policymakers and policy analysts, often underestimate the de- 
gree to which the S&T enterprise serves the nation. The lack of methods for assessing past accomplish- 
ments, charting progress, and determin~ng future directions of the enterprise contr~butes to th~s  lack of 
understanding.. .. 

Congress should help art~culate long-term goals for S&T programs, foster a robust and res~lient 
science and technology base as a resource for future generations.. .. 

Another recommendatlen stated that Congress should encourage the S&T commu- 
nity to develop better mechanisms to consider long-range national goals, to suggest means for 
better use of S&T In helping ach~eve national goals, and to help set priorities withln and 
among d~sciplines. The  report then stated: "Scientists themselves need to take more respon- 
sib~lity for helping to set research priorities within and among d~sciplines ...." Within the 
various disciplines the peer-revlew process is effective. However, were scient~sts to attempt to 
set ~riorities amone f~elds the urocess would lead ma~nlv to enmitv and the result if an17 
proiably would notube respectei by other scientists or by congress. 1; contrast, many scien: 
tists and engineers would strive cooperatively toward ach~evlng a major national goal. 

The proposed National Forum on  Sc~ence and Technology Goals, which was described 
in an earl~er Carnegie Com~n~ss ion  report, has prospects for being effective in facil~tating 
ach~evement of national goals: "The National Forum would b r ~ n g  together individuals from 
academia, nongovernmental organ~zations, industry, and the public to examine how sclence 
and technology could be used to promote societal goals in such policy areas as agriculture, 
economic performance, education, energy, environ~nental protection, health, telecommuni- 
cations, and transportation. The forum would be established as a private government-char- 
tered entity In order to ensure legitimacy as well as ~ndependence from partisan influence." 

Philip H. Abelson 

*Science, Technology, and Congress Organizational and Procedural Reforms (Carnegie Cornmisson, New York, 
1994) 
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